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UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
WASHI NGTON, D.C. 20460

Novenber 1, 1977
OFFI CE OF ENFORCENMENT

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: PSD Applicability Determ nation - ARCO Petrol eum
Ref i nery

FROM Director, Division of Stationary Source Enforcenent

TO Ll oyd A. Reed, Director

Enf orcenent Division - Region X

This is in response to a tel ephone conversati on between Di ck Bauer of
your staff and Rich Biondi of ny staff concerning the applicability of the
regul ations for the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) to the
ARCO refinery. This menp is intended to clarify a determ nati on nade by
this Ofice on Septenber 28, 1977, concerning this facility. This
clarification has been necessitated by the recent events concerning the
interpretation as to the effectiveness of Section 165 of the 1977 Clean Air
Act, as anended.

An Cctober 6, 1977, meno from Messrs. Hawkins and Durning states EPA' s
position requiring the imediate application of Section 165. Since that
time EPA has further considered this point and has determi ned that Section
165 will be effective only after proposal and promul gation of these changes
in 40 CFR 51 and 52. A nmenorandum providing further guidance is attached.

The effect of all this on the ARCO facility will be that the Cherry
Point refinery will not be subject to PSD if ARCO can denpbnstrate that the
operation of the coke calciner will not result in a net increase in
em ssions of sulfur dioxide and/or particulate matter fromthe entire
refinery. That is, if ARCO can control other facilities within their
refinery to such an extent so as to totally offset the em ssions of
particulate matter and sul fur dioxi de caused by the operation of the coke
calciner, they will not be subject to the PSD requirenments. This presunes
that ARCO receives its permt before the revision to our PSD regul ations
which will expand the categories covered (approxi mtely March 1, 1978) and
t hey commence construction before the new PSD pl an subm ssions are due from
the States.
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If you have any additional questions or comments pl ease contact Rich
Bi ondi (755-2564) of ny staff.

Edward E. Reich

At t achnent

cc: Mke Trutna - CPDD
Di ck Bauer - Region X
MEMORANDUM



DATE: Sep 28, 1977

SUBJECT: PSD Applicability Determ nation - ARCO
Pet r ol eum Refi nery

FROM Di rector
Di vision of Stationary Source Enforcenent

TO Gary L. O Neal, Director
Surveill ance and Anal ysis Division-Region X

Mar k Hooper, Chi ef
Air Technical Conpliance Section-Region X

Ll oyd A. Reed, Director
Enf or cenent Di vi si on- Regi on X

This is in response to several nenos from your office dated June 17,

August 19, and August 24, 1977 concerning the proposed construction of a
coke calciner at ARCO s petroleumrefinery in Cherry Point, Wshington.
Rich Biondi of ny staff has been in contact with Paul Boys and Di ck Bauer of
your staffs as well as nenbers of Dick Rhoads' staff in the Control Prograns
Devel opnent Division in Durham N. C. After considerable discussion between
all interested parties, the relevant questions appear to be as foll ows:

(1) |Is the proposed coke cal ciner subject to the requirenents of PSD?

(2) Can ARCO delay installation of control equipnment in conpliance
with the BACT requirenments, until sonme tine after conmencenent of
oper ation?

(3) Can the source avoid application of the PSD regul ati ons by
controlling the new facility and sone existing facilities so as to
negate any increased em ssions?
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I will respond to these questions in the order presented in this nmeno.

1. The petrol eum coke calciner, if constructed, would be a part of the
overal | existing ARCO petroleumrefinery and is therefore a potenti al
nodi fication of the petroleumrefinery. The determi nation of whether this
new facility, does in fact constitute a nodification woul d depend on whet her
there would be a potential increase of 100 tons per year or nore of an air
pollutant fromthe petroleumrefinery. The use of potential em ssions is a
change fromthe present Part 52 requirenents. However, this has been
necessitated by the Clean Air Act Amendnents of 1977.

2. The PSD regul ations have two mgjor requirenents (1) that the
source install BACT and (2) that the source not violate the applicable air
quality increnent. |In order to assure that both these requirements are
satisfied, EPA requires a preconstruction review. This preconstruction
review requires EPA to respond to the application for construction, based on
the effect of the em ssions fromthe source and all other sources added to
or subtracted fromthe em ssion inventory since Decenber 31, 1974. W nust

(1) be assured that the source will be in conpliance with all emn ssion
limts at the time it commences operation, and (2) be able to predict the
anticipated inpact on air quality. Not only will the allowance of a

conpliance schedul e nmake this latter prediction much nore difficult, it wll
also interfere with EPA's ability to perform subsequent PSD revi ew of
sources locating in the area of this proposed source. Any extension of tine
allotted to this one source will necessarily affect our ability to grant
subsequent pernmit approvals, and may delay the construction of these
subsequent new source applicants. W cannot provide for this phased in
construction of additional sources within the scope of Section 52.21 and
nmust, therefore, disapprove any nethod which would provide for del ayed

conpl i ance.

3. ARCO W Il not be able to avoid application of the PSD regul ations
by totally negating the increase in the em ssions caused by the construction
of the coke calciner, as long as the coke cal ciner has the potential to emt



100 tons per year of any air pollutant.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Rich Biondi (755-
2564) of ny staff.

Edward E. Reich

cc: Di ck Rhoads - CPDD
M ke Trutna - CPDD
Dick Stoll - OGC

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
DATE: August 24, 1977
SUBJECT: Request for Applicability Determ nation - Under PSD Regul ati ons

FROM Lloyd A Reed
Director, Enforcenent Division MS 517

TO Edward E. Reich, Director
DSSE, EN- 341

Region X is currently review ng an application fromARCO for a permt under
PSD to install a coke calciner at its Ferndal e, Washington refinery. Please
provide this office with a determ nation whether the installation of a coke
calciner at a petroleumrefinery constitutes a nodification subject to the
currently effective PSD regulations. It does appear to Region X staff that
the PSD regul ations do not apply in this case. This determ nation is needed
in this office by August 31, 1977.

cc: D. E. Cooper
Bob Cour son
Cl ark Gaul di ng

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Region X - 1200 6th Ave., Seattle, WA 98101

DATE: August 19, 1977

SUBJECT: ARCO Application for PSD Permt to Construct Petrol eum
Coke Calciner at its Cherry Point, Washington Refinery

FROM Mark H. Hooper, Chief
Air Technical Conpliance Section MS 513

TO Mchael Trutna
Ofice of Air Quality Planning
and St andards, EPA
Research Triangle Park, N C

Ri chard Bi ondi

Stationary Source Enforcenent
Di vi si on, EPA EN- 341

Washi ngton, D.C

On August 11, 1977 ARCO submitted to EPA an application to construct a
petrol eum coke calciner at its Cherry Point, Washington refinery under the

PSD regul ati ons. The | ow sul fur petrol eum coke product, which will be
produced, will be used by the several alum numplants in the Northwest to
make carbon anodes for al um num reduction. The sulfur content of this
petrol eum coke, which will then be available on a long-termbasis, wll be

considerably |l ess than that of the petrol eum coke currently being used,
resulting in a considerable environmental benefit because of the reduced SO2
em ssions fromthe producti on of anodes.

As | indicated to you in our tel ephone conversation today, ARCO has made a
firmcommitment to construct the process, operate the process, obtain the
engi neering design data for the scrubber and install the scrubber. Based on
the current estimate of the exhaust gas properties, application of BACT will



result in an emi ssion concentration that will not exceed 1200 ppm SQ2. This
| evel of emission will not violate the increnent. The acquisition of
operating data to be used in specifying the design parameters of the
scrubber is expected to result in an emi ssion concentration that is
considerably less than 1200 ppm As a result it will be easier to allow
further devel opment due to reduced usage of the increnent over BACT.

Regi on X staff believe that allow ng this phased approach will provide a net
benefit to air quality through (1) a significant reduction in SO em ssions

fromthe affected alum numrefineries and (2) an em ssion rate fromthe coke
calciner that is representative of control that is better than BACT.

Because of the environnental benefits to be derived fromthe construction of
t he petrol eum coke cal ciner and all owi ng a phased approach to the
installation of the scrubber, Region X proposes to approve ARCO s
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application to construct under PSD provided concurrence can be obtained from
CPDD and DSSE. The concurrence of your divisions is hereby requested. As
you are aware, the review clock started on August 11. Your response is
needed before August 31. |If you have any questions concerning this request,
pl ease call Dick Bauer or me at 399-1387.

cc: R R Bauer
D. E. Cooper
Bob Cour son

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
Date: June 17, 1977
SUBJECT: ARCO PSD Assi st ance

FROM Gary L. O Neal, Director
Surveillance & Anal ysis Division

TGO Dick Rhoads, Director
CPDD Di vi si on
EPA, QAQPS
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711

This neno confirns a recent phone conversation on 6/13/77 between Paul Boys
and M ke Trutna concerning the PSD review of the ARCO coke calciner. As a
result of that conversation there are several questions that need to be
addressed. | request that you or the appropriate person in QAQPS or DSSE
provide us w th gui dance on each of the questions |isted bel ow

1. Avai | able SO2 Control Systens for a Coke Cal ci ner (BACT).

To our know edge there are currently no SO2 control systens
installed on rotary hearth coke calciners in this country.

However, the characteristics of the exhaust gas stream from ARCO s
proposed coke calciner are simlar to other processes particularly
i ndustrial boilers) which do have SO2 control systens. The
paraneters of the exhaust stream are:

100, 000 scfm (wet basis, 60 degrees F, total
volunetric flowrate fromtwo equal
si zed cal ci ners)

400 degrees Fahrenheit (tenperature to control device)
1125 - 1425 ppm SO2 (dry basis at 7% 2)
100 ng/ nnB particul ate (0.044 gr/scf)

Several sources with simlar exhaust gas streans are controlled
with SO scrubbers as sunmarized in the draft PEDCo report entitle
"Non-Utility SOx Control Systens - Novenber, 1976." |In order to
determ ne what is BACT for the proposed coke cal ci ner we need your
input to the follow ng:



Can a SO2 control system be applied to the proposed coke
cal ci ner?

VWhat | evel of control can be achieved through the use of the
systens?

VWhat are the capital and operating costs for the contro
systens?

It is our opinion that a detail ed engineering eval uation of
applicable SO2 control systens will be necessary before the review
of this PSD application can be conpleted. One possibility for
acconplishing such a study would be through the DSSE contract with
PEDCo
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whi ch has done considerable work in non-utility SO2 contro

technol ogy. Hopefully such a study could serve as a technica
basis for transfer of SO2 control technology to other sources not
covered by NSPS. Please deternmine the feasibility of carrying out
an in-depth engineering evaluation of SO2 control for coke

cal ciners either in-house or through a contract. As you realize
EPA is under a severe tinme constraint once the official ARCO PSD
application is received (expected about 7/1/77).

2. Feasibility of a Conpliance Schedule for a PSD Source
[handwitten note in margin: No! Telefax response to #2 to M Trutna]

The conmpany has proposed an alternative approach to making a fina
BACT determination at this tinme which raises a policy question for
EPA. Basically, the conpany proposes to continue eval uation of
avai l abl e SO2 control systems. At sonme tinme in the future (as yet
unspeci fied) the conpany would install the SO2 control systemthat
is judged to be the nost appropriate for their source. The
question to EPA is:

Under what circunstances, if any, can a source be approved under

t he BACT portion of the PSD regulation if they agree to a
conpliance schedule for installation of an SO2 control systemat a
specified date which is later than the plant start-up date?

Factor relevant to the ARCO case are

a. No SO2 control systens are currently applied to the type of
process proposed by the applicant. 1In this case the process
is arotary hearth petrol eum coke cal ci ner.

b. Exact data are not available for the flue gas characteristics
since this type of process using coke from Al askan crude is
not in operation anywhere at this tine.

C. S2 control systens are used on simlar gas streams such as
fromindustrial boilers.

d. The conmpany's econoni ¢ deci sion on whether to build the plant
depends largely on the cost of a SO2 control system The
conpany states that the uncertainty of the control system
technol ogy and cost for their process woul d probably cause
themnot to build the project at this tine.

e. The cal cined coke fromthis plant will be about 2.6%S. This
pl ant woul d provide 1600 T/ D of coke which is enough to
supply all the alum numsnelters in Washi ngton and Oregon.
Proj ections of future coke sulfur levels indicate that the
sul fur level may exceed 3% by the 1980's. Therefore, if this
plant is installed there will be a ceiling on coke sul fur
levels for this area and a subsequent benefit of limting SO2
em ssions from al um num snelters
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f. This plant will allow the refinery to shut down some of their
power boilers with a net reduction in particulate em ssions.
The boil er shutdown does elimnate the SO2 em ssions fromthe
boilers, but the increase in SO2 em ssions fromthe coke
cl eaner nore than off-sets the reduction fromthe boiler
shut down.

g. The conmpany has previously foll owed the conpliance schedul e
approach with the local control agency with respect to the
tail gas scrubber on their sulfur plant. At the tine the
refinery was built in 1971, the tail gas units were just
bei ng introduced on a comercial scale. The early units
experi enced operating problens, breakdowns, and high cost.
The conpany has recently installed a tail gas unit which they
claimis nore reliable and cheaper than they coul d have
installed in 1971. The conpany states that the current
question of SO2 control fromthe coke cal ciner is anal ogous
to the sulfur plant tail gas experience, and that they could
be expected to follow a siml|ar process toward eventua
control .

Your early response to these issues, particularly the availability of
contract assistance in the BACT process, will be appreciated. |If you have
questions, contact Paul Boys at (FTS) 399-1106

cc: Ed Reich, DSSE
Myra Cypser, DSSE
M ke Trutna, OAQPS
Bob Cour son, EPA
Clark Gaul di ng, EPA
Di ck Bauer, EPA



